Introduction 1
This article is about compatibilities and restrictions within Oceanic nominalized constructions. Regardless of whether a nominalizing affix is required or whether the nominal context is sufficient in itself to license a verb in a noun phrase position, Oceanic languages exhibit various restrictions on the occurrence of specific markers (tense-aspect-mood, negation markers, articles, possessive markers) in phrasal/clausal nominalizations. More often than not, action nominalization (i.e. propositional/activity/state nominalization) goes together with non-finiteness in the verbal domain, as well as with co-occurrence restrictions in the nominal domain (e. g. in the choice of articles). In most languages, however, nominalized clauses partake of both nominal and verbal properties. It is indeed these mixed features, and the variations observed across languages, that make them very interesting to study. Nominalization and deverbalization processes are said to be correlated with hierarchical constraints, and in the last part of this article I will try address the question whether the principles put forward in the literature are justified by the Oceanic data 2 . Before I turn to my main topic, however, it is necessary to make some general introductory remarks concerning the main predicative and categorial properties found in most of the languages taken into account in this article.
Predicates in Kanak as well as in Polynesian language are not marked for tense or person. These categories are expressed in the verbal clause by independent morphemes. In verbal phrases, predicates are accompanied by various particles, either preposed or postposed. Among the preverbal particles we find pronominal subjects indicating person, number and clusivity of the subject, tense/aspect markers and negation. The postverbal particles are directionals and, in some languages, other tense/aspect markers. There are, however, a few exceptions to the predicate invariability: (i) In a few cases Polynesian predicates are marked for number and this number inflection is kept in nominalized clauses ( §5). (ii) Some predicates in Kanak languages are inflected depending on the object (object incorporation, or pronominal vs. definite nominal object). Moreover, we find different transitive or applicative suffixes in most Oceanic languages, which may also be kept in nominalized clauses. A further introductory remark concerns the small inventory of overt categories in Oceanic languages. Languages of this family differ in the obligatory presence or absence of expressions of tense, person or illocutionary force. For the time being I will just illustrate this variation by mentioning some striking differences between two related languages: -In Xârâcùù (Mainland of New Caledonia), there is no obligatory expression for tense or for person in impersonal constructions, but a subject is most often expressed, either as pronoun or as a lexical item. The modern constituent order is SVO, but the ancient order sVO smS is still used in some contexts such as topicalization ("afterthought") , and in this case, a pronominal clitic (s) is obligatorily expressed before the predicate, co-referring with the postposed subject (S), which, in turn, is introduced by the subject marker (sm).
-In East Futunan (Wallis and Futuna), no argument is obligatorily expressed, but verbal clauses are always marked for tense or aspect.
The following text is structured as follows: First of all (Chapter 2), a distinction is drawn between three types of nominalizations, depending on whether an article identifies a nominalization (type 1), whether a preverbal affix signals this categorial status (type 2) or whether both co-occur (type 3). An additional characterization of nominalizations in Oceanic languages is then provided by describing their distribution in terms of syntactic positions and partly also in terms of functions. Chapter 3 provides evidence for the claim that contrary to widespread views tense markers and aspect markers do occur in many Oceanic languages. It will also be shown, however, that there are constraints for individual tense-aspect markers in individual languages depending on a variety of factors. Analogous variation is also found as far as the occurrence of negative markers (Chapter 4) and the marking of grammatical relations (ergative vs. accusative type) are concerned (Chapter 7). Agreement and the occurrence of adverbs do not seem to give rise to restrictions (Chapter 5 and 6). In the final conclusions (Chapter 8), diachronic considerations and typological generalizations will be discussed.
Nominalization : markers and functions

Three types of nominalizations
In most Oceanic languages, there are no restrictions on the predicate function accessibility: any lexical morpheme may be used as predicate and thus combine with tense, aspect and person markers. Lexical items referring to entities, however, only occur in intransitive constructions (1), (2a), and have to be combined with derivational affixes in order to occur in transitive constructions (2b): Xârâcùù (Mainland of New Caledonia)
1.
Kwémwaa nää apuu-döö, kwé mê nê-kwââ. (Comrie and Thompson 2007: 335) in Kanak and Polynesian languages: In the first type nominalizing affixes are used, whereas in second the presence of a specific/definite article is sufficient for the phrasal or clausal nominalizing process (Moyse-Faurie 2007) . The presence of possessive expressions is also a clear indicator of a nominalization. The coocurrence of both kinds of markers identifies a third type. In all three cases, however, the nominalized forms may retain certain properties of the verbs they are related to, including tense-aspect markers, directionals, verbal modifiers and agent markers, as we will see below.
The first type (a): In languages with articles (as for example, some of the languages of the Loyalty Islands, Fijian, Western Polynesian languages), an article nominalizes a verb or a verb phrase, a case often also described as zero nominalization. It is the article which bears the referential index, as is now generally assumed in syntactic theory. This is the case in Boumaa Fijian, where Dixon (1988:130-131) points out the obligatory presence of the common article a/na introducing the nominalized clause, which also includes a possessive pronoun, corresponding to the intransitive subject/agent of the verbal clause: Boumaa Fijian (Dixon 1988:130-131) 3.
Au maarau va'alevu i na omudou yaco mai qoo.
1SG happy greatly at ART your arrive DIR DEIC 'I'm very happy at your arrival here.'
In these languages, nominalizing affixes do exist, but their main function is to derive new lexemes such as concrete deverbal nouns, and they are not used to nominalize an entire clause. 'Then comes Tuilekete hitting the wooden bell in the morning.' (Lit. this is then the hitting of the bell by Tuilekete in the morning) The specific article used to nominalize a verbal clause has been analyzed by Vernaudon and Rigo (2004) as a 'translatif' (in Tesnière's (1959: 80) terminology). In some languages, the non-specific articles may nominalize verb phrases, but the nominalized phrase then loses its reference to an event; it behaves as a type of entity, and cannot be determined by any aspect marker or by a directional or other adverb, as we will see below in §3.2.3.
The second type (b): In Kanak languages of the Mainland, it is the presence of a nominalizing prefix on the verb which marks the nominalization of the verb phrase or of the entire clause. This is shown by the example (5b) from Xârâcùù, contrasting in this point with the verbal clause (5a): Xârâcùù (Mainland of New Caledonia) (Moyse-Faurie 1995:57) 5a.
Nèpôrô mê Tuura mê na. (Moyse-Faurie 1995:183-190) , as in all Kanak languages, there are several nominalizing prefixes, such as: kèè-'way, manner', ù-'place', a-'action', xwâ-'result', xêê-possibility.
The third type (c): Both the article and a nominalizing prefix occur, as in Cèmuhî, where the presence of both the article a and the action nominalizing prefix a-in (6a) contrasts with their absence in the verbal clause (6b): Cèmuhî (Mainland of New Caledonia) (Rivierre 1980:267) An additional characterization of nominalizations in Oceanic languages can be provided by describing their possible syntactic positions within a more complex sentence or their functions as sentence types when they are used as independent sentential units.
Range of functions
It is well-known that nominalized clauses are very frequent in Oceanic languages, in traditional stories as well as in spontaneous talk. Clark (1981:72-78) lists some of the main contexts and functions associated with nominalizations in Polynesian languages, which can also be identified in other Oceanic languages. Nominalized clauses may be used in all of the following functions: (i) as nominal clauses without any predicative marker ("stand-alone" or "non-embedded nominalization"); (ii) as relative clauses; (iii) as noun phrases occurring as arguments or possessive adjuncts; (iv) as causal adjuncts; (v) in clausal complementation; (vi) in imperative clauses; (vii) in exclamative clauses, which are indeed very often expressed through nominalization (MoyseFaurie 2011), and which may also include tense-aspect markers.
In two of these cases, (i) and (vii), nominalizations are used as completely independent utterances, in the others a sentence is rank-shifted to the status of a clausal constituent. These uses will now be discussed in more detail.
(i) Nominal clauses: Nominalizations are found as the predicates of nominal clauses, i.e. without any predicative marker, as in the independent clause Xârâcùù (7) and the equative ones in (8) and (9) (Bauer 1997:517) . In Tahitian, according to Lazard and Peltzer (2000: §12.4 .1), the suffix -ra'a is normally associated with the nominalization of verbal clauses, the article te replacing the tense-aspect marker. Assertions of this kind are also often made for other Oceanic, nonPolynesian languages. According to Frank Lichtenberk (2011) : "the tense distinction and negation are expressed by means of preverbal subject markers, but these do not occur with nominalizations" (Lichtenberk 2011:706) . Analogous observations have been put forward for Lolovoli by Hyslop (2001:391) : "Nominalised complements convey the same meaning as complement clauses, but they are non-finite".
In view of what is generally found cross-linguistically such observations are not surprising. In many languages, very few verbal features such as tense-aspect markers are retained in nominalizations. But what is it that prevents the occurrence of tense-aspect markers in nominalized constructions? Arguments do retain some of their verbal marking, and directionals or other adverbs are very often part of nominalized clauses. So, why are tenseaspect markers not kept, too? The preceding observations do not provide an explanation for the observed asymmetry between nominal and verbal constructions. If nominalizations refer to events, then these events can certainly be located in time as the following clumsy cases from English show: John's former/future writing of books. The frequently observed restrictions can therefore not be semantic ones. And indeed it turns out that tense-aspect markers do occur in nominalized constructions, at least in some Oceanic languages. On the other hand, this compatibility can only be found in some languages of the same subgroup, while other languages do not manifest it and this distribution of variants poses similar problems for an explanation as the above observation on the total lack of tense marking in nominalizations in specific languages has done. Is this a recent evolution, a way of increasing the parallelism between noun phrase and verb phrase? It would be interesting to understand why there is such a need for more finiteness and thus temporal reference in the nominalizations than is required in most languages. The compatibility of aspect and/or tense markers with nominalization is attested at least in some Polynesian languages, in Fijian and in several New Caledonian languages. We will now present examples of these tense-aspect categories in nominalized clauses, before turning to the constraints that may be found.
a) Past tense
In Xârâcùù, most of the tense-aspect markers, whatever their position in the verb phrase is, may occur in nominalized constructions, as well. The following examples illustrate various syntactic contexts where this possible: Past tense is expressed, in (33), after the intransitive verb, in an independent nominalized sentence, in a nominalized relative clause (34), as well as in an dislocated argument position of a nominalized phrase (35) 'I was able to eat, my teeth were not hurting anymore.' The past tense is also found in nominalizations in Fijian: Fijian (Dixon 1988:132) 36.
Au tadra-a a omu aa la'o mai 1SG dream-TR ART your PST go DIR 'I dreamt that you had come.' According to Krupa (2005:513) , who wrote, concerning the following example: "the deverbative is marked with te i [that is, with the specific article + past tense marker], which seems to be statistically rare", the past tense marker is also licensed in nominalizations of Marquesan: Marquesan (Krupa 2005:513) 37.
[ 'When the brothers saw that the mother had nearly reached the top, (then) they cut Hina's hair.'
b) Perfective
The perfective aspect is probably the aspect most often encountered inside of nominalized phrases in other languages. In Cèmuhî, the perfective aspect can be inserted between the nominalizing prefix and the verb: Cèmuhî (Rivierre, 1980:268) 3 Hovdhaugen et al, however, observe that all words of the verb phrase except the tense words are retained when it is transformed into a noun phrase (1989:101) and tense, in this book, also includes aspects such as perfective kua, or progressive koi.
4 According to Lichtenberk, there are no other examples of nominalizations in Toqabaqita occurring with tense/aspect markers. There is, however, reduplication of nominalizations to express continuativity or iterativity, as in fii-fita-laa /RED-run-NMLZ/ 'the runnings' (Lichtenberk 2008: 441, ex. 9-71) .
d) Imperfective
The imperfective aspect is found in Tahitian nominalizations, where the article te combines with the imperfective e in a nominalized clause, as in example (13) Here is a photo of Teri'i who will come here in a moment.' The same is true of Samoan, where we find the 'general tense-aspect-mood particle' in a nominalized phrase as a benefactive argument introduced by the preposition ma: Samoan (Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992:644) 'I will stay here until your imminent coming back.'
The preceding examples have shown that (nearly) all tense-aspect categories are also found in nominalizations of some Oceanic languages, a rare and thus remarkable phenomenon in the world's languages.
Constraints
The tense-aspect markers listed above are not found in nominalizations of all Oceanic languages, however. There are constraints depending on a variety of factors. Let us now turn to these different constraints imposed on the selection of tense-aspect markers in nominalized phrases or clauses and the semantic and/or syntactic properties they might be due to. One possible, very general hypothesis is that the occurrence of tense-aspect markers is linked to a weak distinction between nouns and verbs. This, however, is clearly not the case, since in New Caledonian languages, where nouns and verbs are clearly distinguished, there are fewer restrictions for tense-aspect in nominalized clauses than in some Polynesian languages, where tense-aspect markers are not allowed at all. I also examined the meaning of the nominalized verbs occurring with tense-aspect, but I found no clear evidence for restrictions. What I found was that different types of constraints exist, depending on the tense-aspect marker itself ( §3.2.1.), or, in some Polynesian languages, either on the presence of a nominalizing suffix on the verb ( §3.2.2.) or on the choice of the article ( §3.2.3.). None of these constraints, however, seem to be linked to the type of the argument structure ( §3.2.4.) 'You are a teacher, you?" 'You have been a teacher, you?' In Xârâcùù, it is just the opposite: the perfective marker is not allowed inside the nominalized phrases, whatever the verb valency, while the past marker, as we have seen (33-35) is unproblematic. The perfective marker wâ must occur before the nominalized construction. Xârâcùù
Constraints on the selection of individual tense-aspect markers
51.
Wâ kèè-coa rè Anik ku.
PFV NMLZ-peel POSS Anik yam
'It is now the way Anik peels yams.' In Fagauvea, as in the other Polynesian Outliers, no tense-aspect markers are licensed in nominalized phrases; Fagauvea, however, allows hano (grammaticalised from the verb 'to go') which conveys a modal value (obligative or irrealis mood), as in (52b.): Fagauvea (Uvea, Loyalty islands, Polynesian Outlier) (A. Djoupa, p.c.) 52a.
Gu In South Efate, a derived noun, nominalized by the article na-and the nominalizing suffix -wen may include the 'be' copula in its irrealis form (fi): South Efate (Vanuatu) (Thieberger 2006:137) 53.
Na-fi-soklep-wen gar i-top.
ART-be:IR-rich-NMLZ 3PL.POSS 3SG.RS=much 'Their wealth was great.' It seems that this is the only possible tense-aspect-mood occurrence in South Efate nominalized constructions.
The role of affixes
Severe restrictions seem to occur in most Polynesian languages when the nominalization process includes a nominalizing affix. The crucial point here seems to be whether the nominalizing prefix only has a nominalizing function, or whether it also conveys aspectual values, and consequently prevents verbal tense-aspect expressions.Thus in Tahitian, the presence of the nominalizing suffix on the verb prevents the occurrence of the aspect marker. The nominalizing suffix itself conveys a meaning (perfective/resultative) similar to the aspect marker. Tahitian (Poeura Tetoe, p.c.) 54a.
' 'The beautiful investiture of the king has happened.' The same situation is found in Rennell and Bellona verbal clauses , where the suffix 'aŋa is sufficient to convey a past or perfective meaning, as shown in (56) (57), as it is the case in East Futunan example (55), the absolutive argument of the transitive verb is not expressed as a possessor. With transitive verbs, the suffix both prevents the occurrence of tense-aspect markers, and the expression of the patient in a possessive phrase. In Rapanui also, no tense-aspect is admissible in combination with the -Vŋa suffix, which is described as imperfective ("as yet unrealized") in Du Feu 1996: 178-179) . Rapanui (Du Feu 1996:118) These examples show that whereas in some languages such as Xârâcùù, the nominalizing prefix only has a nominalizing function, nominalizing affixes in other languages also convey aspectual values, and consequently prevent verbal tense-aspect expressions. In Tokelauan, however, the nominalizing suffix AND an aspect marker may co-occur, as shown in (61). Tokelauan (Hooper 1996 :228, from Vonen 1988 61.
Ko te ka fano-ga o te tino, na tāofi ai e tētahi tino.
PRED SPEC IMM go-NMLZ POSS SPEC person PST stop ANAPH ERG another person 'On the occasion of the person being about to go, he was held by another person.' Once more, we can observe how difficult it is to make reliable generalizations about the occurrence of tense-aspect markers in nominalized constructions.
Constraints imposed by articles
Further constraints concern the compatibility of nominal determiners as signals of the nominalization and tense-aspect markers. In most Polynesian languages, only the specific article may nominalize a verb phrase, as is the case with le in East Futunan (PPN *te). As already mentioned, the same restrictions occur in Vaeakau-Taumako (cf. Naess & Hovdhaugen 2011:57) , and in Tahitian (Vernaudon & Rigo 2004) . In East Futunan or in East Uvean, languages, where aspect markers are allowed in nominalized clauses, other articles than the specific one may indeed nominalize verbal phrases; but then, the nominalized phrase loses its referential quality; it denotes a type of entity, and cannot be determined anymore by any aspect marker, or by any directional adverb. These are then pure cases of lexical nominalizations: East Uvean
62.
Ne 'He voted for Petelo because of the false promises of work that had been given to him'. (*i ni kua ga'oi loi)
The role of argument structure
In my data, I found no differences in the licensing of tense-aspect markers depending on the argument structure of the languages, in contrast to Koptjevskaja-Tamm (1993:160) 
Negation
, 8 have distinct tense-aspect markers in clauses with action nominalizations (Koptjevskaja-Tamm 1993:255).
As is the case with tense-aspect markers, the admissibility of the negative marker inside the nominalized phrase is variable in Oceanic languages. In some languages the usual verbal negators are admissible, in others only the nominal negators are possible in nominalizations (cf. English not vs. no) and in still others negation seems to be totally excluded from nominalizations. 6 Negative particles may occur in nominalized constructions in a number of languages including Tuvaluan (Besnier 2000: 510) and East Uvean in combination with the progressive marker in (64) '(It is a fact) he doesn't grow kava anymore.' (Lit. It is the not still growing of the kava by him) This is also possible in Tokelauan with hē 'not'as negative marker, or with hēki 'not yet'. Tokelauan (Hooper 1996 :228, from Vonen 1976 'Your being big is not due to your eating too much and to your laziness, it is due to your tiredness.' In Fagauvea, too, the inclusion of the negative marker in the nominalized phrase is possible and frequent. Fagauvea (A. Djoupa; p.c.)
Negative markers are allowed.
67.
Goi Mosel & Hovdhaugen (1992:531) "the nucleus of nominalized verbal clauses is formed by verbs (which can be negated by lē 'not' and modified by prenuclear and post-nuclear adverbs), whereas the nucleus of other noun phrases does not combine with negative particles or adverbs". Samoan (Mosel & Hovdhaugen 1992:531) 68.
Sa ou nofo ma le lē fiafia… PST 1SG stay with ART NEG be.happy 'I stayed there and was unhappy…' (Lit. I stayed there with the not being happy)
Nominal negation only
In Kokota (Palmer 2009: 307ff.) negation "is expressed in two ways: by the use of the negative particle ti and by a subordinating construction involving the negative existential verb teo 'not exist'. The latter is by far the more frequent strategy but the particle ti is the only means of marking negation in nominalized clauses, in manner deixis constructions ('be thus') and in nonverbal predications". The negative marker ti is found in example (69): Kokota (Santa Isabel, Solomon islands) (Palmer 2009:308) 
Subject plural agreement
In Polynesian languages, there do not seem to be restrictions as far as subject-plural agreement is concerned. Reduplication, as a marker of subject plural agreement, is maintained in nominalizations, as we saw in East Futunan example (46), as well as in Rapanui (71) 'I know how to fix my car by myself.' Nominalized exclamative clauses often contain focus particles, degree adverbs or emphatic markers, such as Māori hoki, East Uvean leva, as shown by the examples below. Māori (Bauer, 1997: 526) 
75.
Te 
Arguments in nominalized clauses
Whereas I found no differences in the admissibility of tense-aspect markers in nominalized verb phrases depending on the argument structure of the languages, there are important differences depending on the marking of arguments in the relevant language. Comrie (1976) noted that among verbal arguments, the subject is the first candidate to receive possessive encoding in nominalized phrases. This is true for accusative languages such as Xârâcùù. In ergative languages, it is the absolutive argument which is coded as possessor 8
Ergative languages
, the ergative argument remaining in the ergative case. The expression of arguments in nominalized phrases is thus linked to the encoding of grammatical relations and to the type of valency found in the languages. In the Polynesian ergative languages, the agent arguments in nominalized phrases are expressed either as possessor when the construction is intransitive, or retain their ergative marker when the construction is transitive. In accusative languages such as Xârâcùù, by contrast, the agent is always downgraded as possessor, no matter what the nominalized verb's original valency is and so is the patient in intransitive construction; in transitive construction, however, the patient (former object) remains unmarked.
In ergative Polynesian languages, when only one argument is expressed, it occurs as a possessor, introduced either by the alienable possessive marker (a) if it refers to an agent (78a), or by the inalienable one (o) if it refers to a patient (78b) 
Accusative languages
In accusative languages such as Xârâcùù, by contrast, the agent of a transitive verb is downgraded to the status of possessor, while the patient is simply juxtaposed to it, without any marking. This is the case irrespective of the categorical status of object or subject. In the following Xârâcùù example, the second nominalized phrase (kèè-sakwîî…) includes a possessive noun phrase referring to the agent (röö), followed by a free pronoun referring to the patient (gu 'the place where you are shoveling' 82b.
ù-sëi rè nâwâ NMLZ-shovel POSS sand 'the place of sand shoveling' And when both arguments are expressed, it is the agent which is marked as possessor, while the patient (nâwâ in (82c)) is relegated to the periphery without any specific marking: 82c.
ù-sëi rè wîrî nâwâ
'the place where you are shoveling sand'
Other cases
In Nêlêmwa, the patient retains its verbal marking and position (object pronominal -yo suffixed to the verb), whereas the agent (na) is expressed as the possessor, in second position. Nêlêmwa (Bril 2002:79) 'He was surprised at the entrance of the people in the chiefdom.' If the nominalized verb is transitive, the object, referring to the patient, keeps its verbal position and marking, regardless of whether the agent is expressed or not.
85.
Gu 
Conclusions
Nominalization is a very productive strategy in Oceanic languages, with a large spectrum of possible uses. Besides the usual functions linked to nominalizations as a result of the syntactic position they fill (arguments, clausal complements), we have seen that nominalized exclamative clauses may be considered as the prototypical expression of exclamation in many Oceanic languages. While adverbs, directionals and emphatic particles are most often kept in nominalized clauses, there are several types of constraints concerning the expression of tenseaspect or negation markers, even though they do occur quite often in nominalized constructions. In the following final section, I will try to explain the constraints observed, either in terms of historical processes of change or in terms of typological generalizations.
Diachronic considerations
Constraints which are linked to the expression of a nominalizing affix may have a historical explanation. Indeed, in some Austronesian languages (such as Cebuano, cf. Himmelmann 2005:126) focus/voice markers also often convey tense-aspect-mood information, and as suggested by Starosta, Pawley and Reid (1982) , some of these voice markers are derived from affixal nominalizers 9 Nominalizer → focus/voice marker → resultative/perfective/anterior , as in Saisiyat:
So we could suggest the following evolutionary scenario: Some languages retained the old aspectual value of the nominalizers and, as a consequence, do not allow tense-aspect markers in their nominalized constructions.
Other languages lost the aspectual value of their nominalizers, or even changed the nominalizing suffixes into new prefixes. Later on, however, whenever aspect or tense had to be expressed in their nominalized constructions, they simply retained what they had at hand in verbal clauses, that is, verbal tense-aspect markers! These two putative developments can be summarized by the following diagram:
⇒ Retention of the old aspectual value of the nominalizers > no tense-aspect markers in the nominalized constructions. ⇒ Loss of the aspectual value of the nominalizers > insertion of verbal tense-aspect markers in nominalized constructions.
Typological implicative hierarchy
The very last point I would like to make is a typological one: Is there any ordering of the features that are acquired or lost during nominalization? I tried to compare my data with some theories establishing a cline of deverbalization / nominalization processes. My data can be summarized in the following table:
more verbal features more nominal features tense-aspect ± ± specific ± ± article non-specific -+ prefix ± ± affix suffix -+ agent as possessor -+
The occurrence of a suffix or of the non-specific article and the expression of the agent as a possessor clearly increase the nominal character. Some features, such as the occurrence of a tense-aspect marker, of a specific article or of a nominalizing prefix, by contrast, induce neither a more verbal nor more nominal character. Arguments in nominalized clauses manifest a variable ability to be expressed as possessors depending on the verb valency. If the nominalized verb is intransitive, most languages allow a possessive expression of the argument. When the verb is transitive, by contrast, there is more variability: it may depend on the way grammatical relations are marked in the language, on the syntactic category of the arguments or on the type of the nominalizing strategy.
In the typological literature on nominalization the following implicational hierarchies have been proposed for the constraints observed.
(i) Noonan (1985:57) gives the following implicational hierarchy on the basis of his data: Subject agreement and Mood > Tense > Aspect > Voice, Valency, Object agreement. This scale must be read as follows: the further to the left a category is on the scale, the less likely is it to be encoded on a nominalized complement.
As we saw in § 5, subject verbal agreement is maintained in Polynesian nominalized phrases. On the other hand, tense is not encoded inside nominalized phrases in these languages, even if all the other categories are.
(ii) Croft (1991:83) proposes the following "Deverbalization Scale":
Finite TAM retained > S-marking retained > O-marking retained [> means 'implies'] In most of the languages of our data, however, the retention of tense/aspect markers in nominalizations is stronger than the retention of case markers. Nêlêmwa on the opposite, reflects the deverbalization scale proposed by Croft: nominalizations loose the tense-aspectmood categories, but retain valency markers. (iii) Finally, Comrie & Thompson (1985) note that aspect and voice may be retained in lexical nominalization, tense rarely, and mood and verbal agreement virtually never:
Illocutionary force > mood > tense > aspect As we have shown in this article, the occurrence of tense and aspect markers is attested not only in lexical nominalizations, but is also quite frequent, as far as Oceanic languages are concerned, in phrasal and clausal nominalizations, that is, at the syntactic and discourse level as well. Thus, such implicational generalizations do not fully apply to all Oceanic languages. Moreover, as noted by Malchukov (2005) , these generalizations are not always compatible with each other. Predictions such as the relative susceptibility of agreement and tense-aspectmood categories to get lost are constrained by a semantically (scope and relevance) based hierarchy of verbal categories. For example, "tense affects the meaning of the verb stem less directly than aspect does." He suggests to base such predictions on a hierarchy of verbal categories as established in the functional-typological literature. Finally, I found no instances of Malchukov's final step, that is, "full decategorization involving the loss of all verbal categories", in the Oceanic languages. 
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